Objective: The aim of this study was twofold: (a) to explore patterns of discrimination in relation to broad-basis categories of disability and (b) to investigate patterns of discrimination between allegations derived from charging parties with sensory impairments versus those with nonsensory impairments. Basis categories included physical, behavioral, neurological, and sensory impairments. Research Method: Database mining, descriptive analysis, and Pearson's chi-square analyses were utilized to compare broad-basis categories. Results: In general, regardless of disability type, individuals experience the highest frequency and proportion of workplace discrimination in the areas of termination and reasonable accommodations. However, there are significant differences in the workplace discrimination experiences of the four broader groups. Conclusions: Noteworthy differences exist regarding the experience of workplace discrimination among basis categories of disability, especially with respect to sensory impairment.
Introduction
With the passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990 and implementation in 1992, people with disabilities (PWD) received the same civil rights protections as their nondisabled peers. The ADA, specifically Title I, ensures equal rights and opportunities for PWD in all areas of public work, including within the workforce. Title I is unique for a civil rights statute in that its purpose is antidiscrimination, not affirmative action. In simple terms, Title I requires that all personnel actions must be unrelated to the existence or consequence of disability. The U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) is tasked with regulating and enforcing ADA Title I.
Filing a charge of employment discrimination under the ADA Title I entails following the procedures outlined by the EEOC. Enforcement is strictly a complaint-driven process. The EEOC cannot audit or pursue discriminatory activity in the absence of a complaint brought by a charging party (individual who is alleging discrimination) against an employer (with 15 or more workers). When a charging party files a claim with the EEOC, it is termed an allegation. A charging party may file more than one allegation (e.g., involving both wages and promotion), or may file on more than one occasion.
In 2003, a nationwide consortium of researchers organized and petitioned the EEOC for access to data that would enable closer examination of the nature and scope of workplace discrimination under Title I (employment provisions) of the ADA. The result was an interagency personnel agreement involving a mid-Atlantic state university and the EEOC that marked the beginning of the National EEOC ADA Research Project (NEARP).
Historically the EEOC master database known as the Integrated Mission System (IMS) was used as a management tool to monitor workflow, employee performance, trends, and outcomes of investigations. NEARP was the first group to extract data for research purposes under the supervision of various university Institutional Review Boards and the EEOC Office of Research, Information, and Planning. Since its inception, NEARP has obtained data on 547,866 closed allegations spanning from the effective date of ADA Title I, July 26, 1992 , through December 31, 2011 (McMahon, 2012a . With intermittent funding from various agencies and foundations, the majority of NEARP investigators continue to this day to document the nature and scope of discrimination as volunteers. More than 90 rehabilitation researchers and nine doctoral students have participated in this effort.
Many psychologists have contributed extensively to our understanding of disability stereotypes, stigma, and negative attitudes both within the general public and among employers (Jacques, 1970; Ju, Roberts, & Zhang, 2013; Kaye, Jans, & Jones, 2011; Livneh, 1982; Wright, 1980; Wright, 1988) . These six sources suggest some common findings, such as employers who employ workers with disabilities report more positive attitudes toward them, yet impairment and occupation-specific doubts remain regarding employees with disabilities. Unger (2002) reported that most studies involve surveys of employer attitudes, organizational characteristics, and the characteristics of employees with disabilities (e.g., impairment, gender, and race). However, there is little commonality among the specific variables measured. Many studies are regional in scope with extremely low response rates, and conflicting results are common.
Most prior research involving self-report surveys involved respondents who were responsible for human resources practices in the area of disability. Far fewer studies involved actual supervisors or managers (Schur et al., 2017) . Surveys tended to overemphasize hiring behaviors as opposed to issues of work quality or job security. Most importantly, an employer's reported attitudes may or may not transfer to specific employment practices; thus, NEARP investigators sought to develop a new way to study negative attitudes quantitatively by measuring their behavioral manifestations as opposed to self-report.
NEARP investigators initially applied this approach to reports of hate crimes involving victims with disabilities, but has since examined reported allegations of workplace discrimination (McMahon, West, Shaw, Waid-Ebbs, & Belongia, 2005) . Previous NEARP studies examining workplace discrimination have examined specific disability groups (e.g., traumatic brain injury, autism spectrum disorders, multiple sclerosis, learning disabilities) and found each group experiences some form of workplace discrimination McMahon, McMahon, West, Conway, & Lemieux, 2017; Rumrill, Roessler, McMahon, & Fitzgerald, 2005; Van Wieren, Reid, & McMahon, 2008) . These findings suggest that workplace discrimination is a cross-disability issue.
The cross-disability movement in the United States proposes to deliver a collective voice in advocating persons with disabilities. Leading organizations, such as the National Disability Leadership Alliance (2018), work to shape national policies, politics, media, and culture. However, the cross disability movement is still in progress. Additionally, the cross-disability movement cannot be understood as "either/or." Advocacy involves various political actions and these actions need to be tailored depending on issues and problems that PWD experience in the workforce. Further, delving deeper into the discrimination experience by disability type is not only appropriate but necessary. For example, the unemployment rate is much higher for people with intellectual disabilities than for those who have physical disabilities. We have learned not to assume that the disability experience is the same regardless of type and severity of disability, but on the other hand it is also important to deliver a collective voice in actively advocating for the employment rights of PWD. Broad-basis categories of disability provide a middle ground that leverages gaps between collectivism and individualism in delivering effective advocacy as it contributes to making more convincing evidence-based arguments that protect both disability groups and individual with disabilities.
Purpose of the Study
Disability-related discrimination in the workforce has been studied in various fields, including sociology, rehabilitation psychology, and human resources (Christman & Slaten, 1991; Deal, 2007; Gouvier, Sytsma-Jordan, & Mayville, 2003; Rose & Brief, 1979) . However, in rehabilitation service practice (e.g., vocational counseling) and for employers, the issue of the barriers to gaining and maintaining employment is not solely focused on specific types of impairment and disability and related issues. Employers' attitudes toward broader categories of disabilities (e.g., physical disabilities) are also a concern, and to date, the workplace discrimination experience of broad categories of disability has not been examined. Therefore, this study aimed first to explore the patterns of discrimination in relation to broad categories of disability. Upon examination of our findings, important differences were noted in charging parties with sensory impairments. Therefore, our secondary aim was to investigate patterns of discrimination between allegations derived from charging parties with sensory impairments, including both hearing and visual impairments, versus those with nonsensory impairments.
Method

Data Collection
The data used in this study were extracted from the IMS of the EEOC under an interagency personnel agreement. Collection of IMS data occurs consistently and routinely as EEOC investigators follow procedures outlined by their agency (EEOC, 2009). The entire IMS for the study period of 19.5 years (July 27, 1992 , through December 31, 2011 was provided by means of a zip disk and originally included over 3 million allegations. From the original data set, a subset of variables-henceforth referred to as the study dataset-was extracted that directly addressed the research purposes of the current study without compromising confidentiality of either charging parties or employers.
Study Variables
To achieve an Institutional Review Board-approved study dataset, all potentially identifiable variables (e.g., region of responThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly. dent) were purged so the study dataset was completely deidentified, and no charging party or respondent (employer) could be identified. The EEOC dataset was then destroyed and the NEARP study dataset was secured. Of the variables retained in the NEARP study dataset, only the following variables were used in this study: charge data number, issue (allegation), basis (impairment of charging party), basis category (physical impairment, neurological impairment, behavioral impairment, and sensory impairment), and autonumber. The primary variables of study are issue (allegation) and basis category.
In the original EEOC parlance, the basis of an ADA allegation typically describes the specific impairment type of the charging party and the NEARP database maintains 40 types of basis codes involving specific impairments. In the interest of parsimony, Table  1 introduces the top 15 specific, known impairments. These 15 impairments capture 48.9% of all such basis codes (McMahon, 2012b) . This ranking does not reflect the prevalence of such impairments in the adult population, but it may be construed as a "most discriminated against" list with certain caveats. Table 1 includes a mix of physical, sensory, neurological, and behavioral impairments suggesting that workplace discrimination is a "crossdisability" issue.
In 2006, to address the issues introduced above, the NEARP created a new variable known as basis category for which specific, known impairments are aggregated into larger groups of physical impairments, behavioral impairments, neurological impairments, and sensory impairments. Examples of basis codes that comprise each basis category is presented in Table 2 . Formation of these basis categories allows investigators to examine workplace discrimination across broad categories as opposed to individual impairment types. The frequency and proportion of known charging parties for each basis category are provided in Table 3 .
In EEOC parlance, the term issue refers to the nature of the allegation. An allegation is the specific personnel practice that is alleged to occur in an unlawful (discriminatory) manner. Thus, the issue is always reported by the charging party. The NEARP database maintains 42 types of issue codes involving personnel actions. In the interest of parsimony, Table 4 lists only the top 23 
Statistical Analysis
Both frequencies and proportions were examined to describe each allegation as it relates to the Basis Categories. Pearson's chi-square test was employed to confirm the results of visual Note. EEOC ϭ Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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inspection by statistically examining patterns of discrimination and issues associated with Basis Category.
Results
Patterns of Discrimination by Basis Category
For this study, a total of 354,923 allegations of discrimination reported for known impairments were examined. This total represents more than half of all NEARP allegations. Table 6 (last row) depicts the frequency and proportion of issues for each basis category. Similar to Table 2, which details the frequency and proportion of charging parties for each basis category, the physical impairment basis category outranks the other three basis categories in terms of frequency (190, 973) and proportion (53.81%) of issues reported. Issues derived from charging parties with sensory impairments represent the lowest frequency (25,894) and proportion (7.29%) of reported issues. Table 6 also illustrates the frequency of each issue category for the four basis categories.
When the frequency of each issue category was examined visually (see Figure 1) , each basis category follows the same pattern identified above, with the physical impairment basis category outranking all other basis categories. The dominance of physical impairment allegations persists regardless of the issue involved, and the other basis categories follow the previously found ranking accordingly in second, third, and fourth place. Additionally, issues related to termination and reasonable accommodations emerge as the most frequently reported allegations for each basis category.
However, when examining the data in terms of the proportion of each issue (not frequency), we see in Figure 2 that physical impairment is no longer universally dominant. Issues of termination and harassment are most common for reported issues derived from charging parties with behavioral impairments. Problems with hiring and advancement are the most prevalent issue derived from charging parties with sensory impairments. When it comes to issues related to quality of work, like terms/conditions, wages, and union representation, the proportions are nearly equivalent across all basis categories. Although similarities and differences coexist in visual inspection, the results of the chi-square analysis, 2 ϭ 6,899.624, df ϭ 30, p Ͻ 2.2 ϫ 10 Ϫ16 , confirmed the differences of pattern between the four basis categories are statistically significant.
The proportional data was also examined visually to determine what issues were most prevalent for each basis category, shown in Figure 3 . The issue of termination was overwhelmingly dominant for all basis categories, followed by reasonable accommodations. Presently, however, it is in Figure 3 that a curious pattern emerges in that multiple issues appear "uncharacteristic" in the sensory impairment basis category. Specifically, the proportions of allegations derived from charging parties with sensory impairment were markedly lower with respect to termination and benefits, yet markedly higher with respect to hiring/prohibited medical inquiry and promotion/training/assignment. This observation leads to our second aim, which is addressed in the next section.
Comparing Patterns Between Nonsensory and Sensory Groups
Of the total number of allegations of discrimination (354, 923) reported during the time frame of this sample, only 25,894 (7.3%), were charging parities within the sensory impairment basis category. Nonetheless, when we examined the proportion of issues reported by basis category, unexpected patterns emerged and lead to our aim: Do reported allegations differ in frequency or proportion between charging parties with sensory impairments versus those from all other basis category groups? To address this aim, basis categories of physical impairment, behavioral impairment, Note. DC ϩ CD ϭ Discharge, constructive discharge; RESacc ϭ reasonable accommodation; TC ϭ terms/conditions; harrINT ϭ harassment, intimidation; Disc ϩ Rel ϭ discipline, demotion, suspension, involuntary retirement; Layrecrein ϭ layoff, reinstatement, recall; hirPmi ϭ hiring, prohibited medical inquiry; Protxass ϭ promotion, assignment, training; Ben3 ϭ benefits, benefits: insurance, benefits: pension; UnRep ϭ union representation. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
and neurological impairment were combined to form a nonsensory impairment basis category. This category represents 92.7% (329,029) of all allegations. Despite the large difference in frequencies, overall the proportion of allegations for the nonsensory impairment basis category only slightly outrank or are similar to the sensory impairment basis category, as seen in Figure 4 . For charging parties with sensory impairment, we see distinctly higher rates of allegations for hiring/prohibited medical inquiry and promotion/training/assignment. For allegations of hiring and prohibited medical inquiry, charging parties with sensory impairment report alleged allegations twice as much as all other basis categories combined.
As seen in Figure 5 , the sensory impairment basis category follows a pattern similar to nonsensory impairment basis category in regard to the ranking of issues. For example, termination and reasonable accommodations rank as first and second most reported for both groups. However, harassment and intimidations are the third most reported for the nonsensory impairment basis category, whereas issues relating to the hiring process are the third most reported for the sensory impairment basis category. In contrast, allegations relating to the hiring process rank much lower, sixth, for the nonsensory impairment basis category. Nevertheless, the sensory impairment basis category alleges the same proportion of issues with harassment and intimidations as the nonsensory im- This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
pairment basis category. Issues related to the terms and conditions of employment and discipline and demotion are respectively fourth and fifth highest reported allegation and are nearly equal for both basis categories. Although similarities and differences coexist in visual inspection, the result of chi-square analysis, 2 ϭ 2,736.659, df ϭ 10, p Ͻ 2.2 ϫ 10 Ϫ16 , confirmed that the differences in patterns between these two groups are statistically significant.
Discussion
This study utilized a large dataset to examine patterns of workplace discrimination across broad categories of disability. We first examined the patterns of allegations across four broad categories of physical, behavioral, neurological and sensory impairments.
Both visual and statistical examination indicates that people within these four broad categories of impairment experience workplace discrimination differently and suggests tailored approaches are needed to improve employment related discrimination. Specifically, we found that individuals within the physical impairment basis category reported the highest frequency of allegations overall and within each issue category. Upon first inspection, this could suggest that resources (e.g., vocational counseling, human resource training) should largely focus on those individuals with physical impairments. However, when allegations were examined proportionally, a strikingly different pattern emerges. In some instances, such as terms and conditions of employment and wages, the proportions of reported allegations were almost equal across the four basis categories. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Additionally, while issues related to termination represented the highest proportion of reported issues for each basis category, here, we see that individuals with behavioral impairments (e.g., mental health and/or addiction impairments) report a higher proportion of allegations in regards to termination and harassment/intimidation. This finding would suggest that while issues related to termination are an important point of intervention across disability, perhaps it should be highlighted for those individuals with behavioral impairments. This phenomenon may be further explained in part by the impact of the 1988 Drug-Free Workplace Act and the stipulation in the ADA that individuals with drug/alcohol impairments must not engage in the use of chemicals to receive ADA protections. No other impairment group is subject to this compliance requirement.
Our observations in regards to the four basis categories led us to examine the patterns of workplace discrimination between individuals with sensory impairment and all other basis categories. Here we found both visual and statistical evidence indicating that people with sensory impairment face different workplace discrimination as compared to those with nonsensory impairments. In general, their proportional levels of allegation activity were much higher in regards to issues of hiring and advancement related issues. In fact, individuals with sensory impairment allegation proportions of hiring and prohibited medical inquiry were nearly double those of the other three basis categories. In addition, allegations related to assignment and training were highest for individuals with sensory impairments. They experience the lowest level of allegation activity for termination and temporary separation (e.g., discharge, layoff, reinstatement), perhaps related to a paucity of performance problems. An interesting "no difference" also involves sensory impairment. Agencies for blind services and deaf services are well known for their attention to assistive technology. Nonetheless, the proportional levels of allegation activity for sensory impairment regarding reasonable accommodations is virtually identical to the aggregate level of all three comparison basis categories. These findings suggest that revising current tailored approaches to address issues beyond reasonable accommodations is necessary to improve employment related discrimination for people with sensory disabilities. For example, access to assistive technology is necessary; however, there can be systematic delays in access and provision. Revising current approaches for assistive technology delivery can improve these processes and reduce employment related discrimination.
Implications From a Cross-Disability Unification Perspective
The authors make no judgment about the virtues of separate rehabilitation agency structures or the status of the disability community or success of the cross-disability movement. Clearly, there is broad agreement on such fundamentals as mission and values. However, these preliminary findings have implications for the cross-disability movement in the United States. While the main purpose of cross-disability movement is to deliver a collective voice in advocating for persons with disabilities, our findings suggest that the workplace discrimination experience does differ depending on disability type. Therefore, while the cross-disability movement must present a unified voice to shape national policies, politics, media, and culture, we still must listen to the idiosyncratic experiences of specific disability groups.
Limitations
One limitation of this study is the inability to compare directly to the general population. We attempted to compile population prevalence for each impairment or disease type included within each basis category. However, this attempt was unsuccessful due to many factors, including (a) the novel approach to grouping similar impairments/diseases, (b) general population statistics that include nonworking age individuals (e.g., children), and (c) unreliable or conflicting reports of population statistics. Because of these limitations we chose not to include this information for each This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
impairment/disease type. An additional limitation, despite also being a strength of our study, is the breadth of time it spans, as we do not address whether patterns and prevalence have changed over these years. Detailed interpretation of the trends in workplace discrimination over the years since the implementation of the ADA would require inclusion of various factors from diverse lenses. The current project suggests the need for future study of those factors is warranted. Finally, regarding the statistical analyses used in this study, it is noteworthy that the current project is a population study; thus, the statistical difference does not necessarily explain the size of difference (e.g., effect size) between groups. In population studies, effect sizes can be small, but it is still possible that two groups are statistically different. Readers should only use the statistical significance to confirm the differences identified in visual inspection.
Conclusion
The present findings indicate that broad-basis categories of disability are a powerful influence on the level of allegation activity. Different disability groups experience workplace discrimination differently. There exist particular differences (both positive and negative) regarding the uniqueness of behavioral disabilities and sensory impairments in terms of how they experience job discrimination. The specifics of these differences offer a worthwhile pursuit for future researchers from NEARP and elsewhere, perhaps using more qualitative measures. Future research questions may include (a) what is driving the inordinately high rate of hiring discrimination for individuals with sensory impairment, (b) what is impacting the impressively lower rate of unlawful termination for the same group, and (c) what is influencing higher rates of termination and harassment/intimidation discrimination for individuals with behavioral impairments? In the meantime, to the extent that rehabilitation psychologists are involved in the vocational life area of their clients, more time and attention should be given to this major life activity when working with clients with disabilities.
